The extant literature implicates affect repair ability as one source of individual differences in negative affect. Emerging from this literature are three regulatory traits that should predict repair ability (negative mood regulation expectancies, monitoring, labeling), yet no experimental examination of this possibility exists. Two studies explored this issue. Participants (Ns ϭ 305, 146) watched negative affect-inducing videos and completed a repair or control writing task, before and after which they reported their affect. Results revealed wide individual differences in repair ability. Specifically, participants with high expectancies of repair success and those who attend to and understand their affect experienced the largest decreases in negative affect and largest increases in positive affect following the repair tasks. These findings advance understanding of individual differences in affect regulation and have implications for future research.
Decades of research reveal that negative affect has deleterious impacts on health (Dougall & Baum, 2001; Suinn, 2001) , exerts influence over cognitive and social processes (Forgas, 2000 (Forgas, , 2001 , and is subject to wide individual differences (Davidson, Jackson, & Kalin, 2000; Gohm & Clore, 2000; Hemenover, 2003) . Recent work in the area of affect regulation (Bonnano, 2001; Gross, 2007; Larsen, 2000) implicates the ability to repair affect (i.e., attenuate negative and enhance positive feelings) as one source of these individual differences. Emerging from this literature are three regulatory traits that likely impact repair ability: negative mood regulation expectancies, affect labeling and affect monitoring Swinkels & Giuliano, 1995) . Thus the goal of the current work was to experimentally explore the role of these regulatory traits in affect repair. Because affect regulation is superordinate to emotion and mood regulation (Gross & Thompson, 2007; Larsen, 2000) , and given the difficulties of disentangling emotions from moods (Ekman & Davidson, 1994) , our focus was on the regulation of affective states and not on emotion or mood per se.
This work will add to our understanding of individual differences in regulatory processes, and have implications for adaptation. Frequent, short-lived episodes of negative affect may reduce allostatic load and promote neurological and psychological toughness (Dienstbier, 1989; Mayne, 2001; McEwen & Seeman, 1999) ; and positive affect speeds physiological recovery from negative affect (Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) , predicts longevity (Danner, Snowdon, & Friesen, 2001) , and facilitates the building of resources that promote healthy functioning (Fredrickson, 1998) . Thus, if these regulatory traits are linked with repair ability, they may serve as important causal variables in the link between affect and adaptation.
Affect Regulation Traits and Affect Repair
Negative mood regulation expectancies (NMRE: or the "belief in one's ability to terminate or alleviate a negative mood state" (Catanzaro & Mearns, 1999, p. 72) refer to expectations of repair success, that one can do something to effectively repair a negative state. NMRE contain selfefficacy beliefs and general outcomes expectancies (Kirsch, Mearns, & Catanzaro, 1990) and are rooted in social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1999; Mischel & Shoda, 1999) , which emphasizes that motivation (for a given outcome) is a function of the value of the outcome and expectancies of reaching it (see Bandura, 1997; Maddux, 2002) . Affect monitoring (also called attention) refers to a tendency to focus on, attend to, and scrutinize one's affect. Affect labeling (also called clarity) refers to the ability to distinguish among, understand, and name one's affective states (Swinkels & Giuliano, 1995; see Coffey, Berenbaum, & Kerns, 2003; Gohm & Clore, 2000; Salovey, Mayer, Goldman, Turvey, & Palfai, 1995) .
The extant literature reveals several reasons to expect that these traits predict repair ability. First, they have been consistently linked with affective outcomes suggestive of regulatory facility. Dozens of studies (e.g., Catanzaro, Wash, Kirsch, & Mearns, 2000; Mearns & Cain, 2003) reveal that those high (vs. low) in NMRE report less depression and dysphoria (see Catanzaro & Mearns, 1999) . Past studies also reveal wide associations between monitoring (attention), labeling (clarity), and affective outcomes. For instance, Salovey et al. (1995) found that clarity negatively predicted depression and positively predicted recovery speed from negative mood. Clarity and attention predict adaptive physiological responses to stress (Salovey, Stroud, Woolrey, & Epel, 2002) ; clarity and labeling predict lower anxiety (Fernandez-Berrocal, Alcaide, Extremera, & Pizarro, 2006) ; and labeling predicts higher self-esteem, positive affect, and life satisfaction (Swinkels & Giuliano, 1995) . Similar findings emerged in a series of studies by Shulman and Hemenover (2006) : Labeling and clarity predicted lower distress (anxiety, depression, hostility), and greater positive functioning (autonomy, mastery, personal growth, purpose in life, self-acceptance), as did monitoring and attention (personal growth, positive relations, purpose in life).
1 Finally, emotion labeling reduces activation in the amygdala and limbic regions of the brain (as does negative affect inhibition, see Phan et al., 2005) and increases activation in the right prefrontal cortex (Lieberman et al., 2007) , suggesting that labeling may facilitate affect repair by strengthening inhibitory pathways between the cortex and the amygdala.
Second, these regulatory traits confer greater access to positive content in memory during negative states, which should facilitate affect repair (especially for strategies involving memory and related cognitive processes). Ericsson and Kintsch (1995) suggest that as familiarity with a task domain (e.g., affect repair) increases, information encoding strategies improve leading to highly organized, coherent, and meaningful structures in long-term memory. Thus as repair experience increases, associative connections among affect-related elements (e.g., repair strategies, affect, situational context, outcome) should be strengthened such that affective cues in short-term memory (or focused attention) activate related elements (e.g., positive thoughts or memories) in long-term memory for immediate and effortless retrieval for use in repair efforts. Those high (vs. low) in NMRE believe they will be successful at repairing their negative affect and tend to engage active repair efforts (Kirsch et al., 1990) . Similarly, those with highly differentiated emotional experiences (i.e., high labeling, clarity) report greater effort to repair intense negative states (Feldman Barrett, Gross, Conner Christensen, & Benvenuto, 2001 ) whereas those high in monitoring spend more time focused on their affect (Swinkels & Giuliano, 1995) . As a result of this differential repair experience, those high (vs. low) in NMRE, labeling and monitoring should have more strong and highly organized associations between negative states and positive regulatory thoughts and memories, and find it easier to retrieve positive content during a negative state.
Several studies support this possibility. Rusting and DeHart (2000) found that following a negative affect induction, those high (vs. low) in NMRE experienced more positive memories and recalled more (of the previously presented) positive words. Smith and Petty (1995) found that, following a negative affect induction, those high (vs. low) in NMRE reported more positive thoughts in response to an ambiguous picture (Study 1) and more positive memories (Study 2). Finally, Salovey et al. (1995) found that a greater understanding of one's feelings predicted a faster drop in ruminative thoughts following a stressor and faster recovery from a negative state (i.e., increases in positive feelings).
Third, these regulatory traits should predict repair ability because during negative states they likely have greater cognitive resources available to effectively implement repair efforts (especially those involving cognitive operations). Such efforts often require substantial cognitive resources, and the resource allocation model (Ellis & Ashbrook, 1989) reveals that negative affect absorbs resources that limit cognitive operations such as memory. It is likely that negative feelings are less overwhelming for someone that understands them well, believes they can be improved, and has highly organized affect regulation knowledge structures available (Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995; . Indeed, the more strong and highly organized associations between negative states and positive thoughts and memories there are, the less effort it takes to retrieve them (Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995) leaving greater cognitive resources to engage repair efforts and enhancing implementation.
Thus because of their greater experience engaging active, effortful coping during negative states Kirsch et al., 1990) those high (vs. low) in NMRE or labeling should have more cognitive resources available to implement a given repair strategy, especially if that strategy involved cognitive operations. For instance, when asked to positively reappraise a negative stimulus, those high (vs. low) in NMRE or labeling may focus on more substantive ways to do so, and thus more fully elaborate on the positive aspects of the otherwise negative event or situation. When asked to retrieve positive memories, those high in NMRE or labeling might select their most meaningful, engaging, and interconnected (with other positive content) memories (e.g., one's wedding day), whereas those low in NMRE retrieve any memory that is even modestly positive but not necessarily meaningful, engaging, or substantively linked with other positive content (e.g., a good meal).
The Present Studies
The above findings linking NMRE, monitoring, and labeling with affective outcomes and cognitive resources suggest that these traits should predict the ability to repair affect. No experimental test of this possibility exists however, and thus we conducted such a test for two cognitive repair strategies: 1)positive memories, involving retrieval of positive autobiographical memories; and, 2) positive reappraisal, involving focusing on potential positive outcomes from a negative affect-inducing event. We focused on these cognitive strategies because of the above-reviewed links between the regulatory traits and cognitive operations, and because of these strategies demonstrated repair effectiveness (Gross & John, 2003) and ease of laboratory manipulation.
Our interest was in whether the regulatory traits would predict the ability to use these cognitive strategies (positive memories, positive reappraisal) to repair experimentally induced negative affect. Repair ability may also emerge however as appropriate strategy selection and regulatory efforts , with precise understanding of one's current feelings (i.e., labeling, clarity) providing affect-specific information that should make "regulation easier, more efficient, and more effective" (Feldman Barrett & Gross, 2001, p. 301) . Our focus however was not on differential strategy choice or repair effort. Thus we randomly assigned participants to engage in a specific repair strategy (positive memories or positive reappraisal), and focused on within-condition affect changes while controlling for repair effort. Additionally, expectancy effects may produce links between NMRE and affective outcomes that mimic repair ability. According to response expectancy theory (Kirsch, 1985) , simply believing one can effectively repair (but not engaging any repair efforts) may, in and of itself, facilitate repair. To evaluate this possibility, we included two neutral conditions (stay focused, control), in which participants were not instructed to engage any repair efforts. Overall we predicted that the repair tasks (positive memories, positive reappraisal) would cause the strongest affect repair, and that the regulatory traits would moderate these findings such that participants highest on NMRE, labeling, or monitoring would experience the strongest repair.
Study 1: Repair of General Negative Affect
In Study 1, our focus was on the repair of general negative affect, and so participants first reported their current affect and then viewed a 15-min video designed to evoke a state of negative affect. After the video participants reported their current affect again and were randomly assigned to one of four 5-min writing tasks (two of which consisted of repair strategies, the other two being neutral conditions): positive memories, positive reappraisals, stay-focused, and control. Following the completion of the writing task, participants reported their current affect a final time and completed measures of the three regulatory traits.
Method Participants
A total of 305 undergraduate participants from a large Midwestern University received course credit (Age: M ϭ 19.10 years, SD ϭ 1.62; 63.9% female; 89.5% Caucasian; 89.5% freshman or sophomore). Seven participants (four from the control and three from the stay-focused condition) reported accurate suspicions and were removed from the sample (N ϭ 298).
Materials
Affect induction. Global negative affect was induced using a 15-min excerpt from a Frontline TV program about the child serial killer, Wesley Dodd, in which he describes his crimes (McLeod, 1992 In the control condition, participants were instructed to write about whatever thoughts were going through their mind. The instructions were as follows:
"For the next 5 minutes we would like you to list your thoughts as they occur to you. On the lines below, list whatever thoughts are going through your mind. List any thought that occurs to you."
Finally in the stay-focused condition, which was included as an alternative control condition, participants were instructed to write about the video they had just seen. The instructions were as follows:
"For the next 5 minutes we would like you to focus one more time on the video you just watched. On the lines below, list your thoughts about the events depicted in the video as they come to mind. In other words think more about the negative aspects of this video, and list your thoughts about those events."
An independent coder reviewed each participant's writing to determine if the participant had followed the instructions; all participants followed instructions. Additionally, to determine how much effort was exerted during these tasks, the number of words each participant wrote was calculated.
Questionnaires
Demographics. Several items assessed age, gender, and year in school and ethnicity.
Affect. Global positive and negative affect was assessed using the Positive Affect Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) . On a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely), participants rated the extent to which the 20 adjectives describe their current mood (T1 positive and negative affect ␣s ϭ .86 and .84, respectively; T2 positive and negative affect ␣s ϭ .85 and .86, respectively; T3 positive and negative affect ␣s ϭ .87 and .89, respectively).
Affect regulation traits. Affect monitoring and labeling were assessed using the 10-item mood awareness scale (MAS, Swinkels & Giuliano, 1995) . Responses on the MAS are made on a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) and yield two subscales: labeling (e.g., "I'm usually 'tuned in' to my emotions"; M ϭ 4.11, SD ϭ 1.26, ␣ ϭ .84), and monitoring (e.g., "I find myself thinking about my mood during the day"; M ϭ 4.76, SD ϭ 1.02, ␣ ϭ .69).
NMRE. Expectancies for negative mood regulation were measured using the 30-item Negative Mood Regulation scale (NMR, . All responses on the NMR are made using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) for example, "I can do something to feel better," M ϭ 4.79, SD ϭ .73, ␣ ϭ .89.
Suspiciousness questionnaire. A 7-item measure including a mix of free-response and multiple choice items was used to determine if participants thought that any of the procedures (i.e., watching video or repair manipulation) or materials (e.g., questionnaires) were for any purpose other than that stated by the experimenter, and if so, when those suspicions occurred (e.g., before, during, or after the procedure).
Procedure
Participants were brought into the lab in groups of 10 -15 participants for an experiment entitled "Personality and Perspective Taking." Participants first completed an informed consent form, followed by a basic demographic sheet and the PANAS (T1). Next, participants watched the negative affect induction video and then completed the PANAS (T2). Participants were then randomly assigned to (and completed) one of the four 5-min writing tasks: positive memories, positive reappraisal, stayfocused, or control. Participants then completed the final PANAS (T3) followed by the NMR, MAS, and suspiciousness measure.
Results and Discussion

Preliminary Analyses
First, to determine the effectiveness of the video in inducing negative affect, several 4 (Condition: positive reappraisal, positive memories, stay focused, control) ϫ 2 (Time: T1, T2) mixed-design analysis of variance (ANOVA)s were conducted for positive and negative affect (see Table 1 ). A significant main effect of time emerged for both positive and negative affect; F(1, 296) ϭ 183.69, p Ͻ .001, D ϭ .78 and F(1, 286) ϭ 412.03, p Ͻ .001, D ϭ 1.18, respectively, revealing that negative affect increased and positive affect decreased from T1 to T2. No other effects were significant (all Fs Ͻ 1.85, ns). Overall, as shown in Table 1 , these results indicate that the video significantly increased negative, and decreased positive, affect, and did so equally across the four writing conditions. Second, to examine the possibility that personality traits were associated with affective reactivity, a standard regression analysis was conducted (assuming r 2 ϭ .0625, power ϭ .96). Affect change due to the induction, T2-T1, was entered as the dependent measure, and NMRE, monitoring, and labeling as the independent variables (separate analyses for positive and negative affect). While personality did not predict negative affect change due to the induction, full model, F(3, 291) ϭ 1.73, ns; monitoring: ␤ ϭ .06, ns; labeling: ␤ ϭ .03, ns; NMRE: ␤ ϭ .10, ns, it did predict positive affect change due to the induction, full model, F(3, 294) ϭ 3.95, p Ͻ .01; monitoring: ␤ ϭ .06, ns; labeling: ␤ ϭ Ϫ.10, ns; NMRE: ␤ ϭ Ϫ.15, p Ͻ .05. Given these results, affect T2 was controlled in all subsequent analyses.
2 Finally, to examine repair effort, a one-way ANOVA was conducted, with the number of words written during the writing task entered as the dependent variable and writing condition entered as the independent variable. As shown in Table 1 , effort significantly differed across the conditions, F(3, 282) ϭ 27.57, p Ͻ .001. Tukey post hoc analyses indicated that participants in the control and stay-focused conditions wrote more words than those in the other two conditions, MD ϭ 12.69 -38.96, SE ϭ 4.71-4.78, ps Ͻ .05, Ds Ͼ .48. Additionally, participants in the positive-memories condition wrote more words than those in the positive reappraisal condition, MD ϭ 22.51, SE ϭ 4.78, p Ͻ .001, D ϭ .79. Thus effort was lowest for positive reappraisal and highest for stay-focused and control, with positive memories in between the other conditions. These effort differences could play a role in any condition differences that emerge in repair effectiveness, and so we included repair effort in all subsequent analyses.
Effectiveness of Different Affect Repair Strategies
We predicted that the repair tasks (positive memories and positive reappraisal) would produce the strongest affect repair (i.e., decrease in negative and increase in positive affect). To examine this prediction several one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVAs) were conducted, predicting affect at T3 from writing condition, with affect at T2 as the covariate (separate analyses for positive and negative affect). Results reveal a significant effect for both negative, F(3, 290) ϭ 23.64, p Ͻ .001, and positive affect, F(3, 293) ϭ 1.80, p Ͻ .01. Student's t tests revealed that participants in the positive memories condition experienced greater decreases in negative affect, all ts (140 -146) Ͼ 4.21, ps Ͻ .001; Ds Ͼ .71, and greater increases in positive affect, all ts (141-149) Ͼ 2.11, ps Ͻ .05; Ds Ͼ .35, than participants in the other three conditions (all other ts ns). To examine the contribution of repair effort to these findings, two additional one-way ANCOVAs were conducted, predicting affect at T3 from writing condition with affect at T2 and effort as covariates. These analyses revealed that condition remained a significant predictor of negative and positive affect, F(3, 277) ϭ 22.56, p Ͻ .001 and, F(3, 280) ϭ 7.49, p Ͻ .001, respectively.
Overall these findings support our predictions for positive memories revealing that participants who wrote about positive autobiographical memories experienced a larger decrease in negative and larger increase in positive affect than those in all other conditions (which did not differ from one another). Moreover, these effects remained when controlling for effort, and participants in the positive memories condition wrote significantly less than those in the stay-focused or control conditions. Together these findings indicate that the impact of the positive memories task on affect repair was independent of effort, and suggest it was the nature of the task itself (and not simple exertion) that accrued repair benefits.
Inconsistent with predictions, positive reappraisal did not facilitate affect repair, with participants in this condition reporting affect changes equivalent to those experienced by participants in the control and stay focused conditions. It is not known why positive reappraisal was ineffective, as recent work reveals it to be a generally successful repair strategy (Gross & John, 2003; Hajcak & Nieuwenhuis, 2006; Martin & Dahlen, 2005) . However, the nature of the negative affect induction used here may have limited its effectiveness. The negative induction video featured a serial killer discussing his crimes, and participants may have found it difficult to positively reappraise such horrendous circumstances. Consistent with this possibility, participants wrote significantly less in the positive reappraisal condition than in all other conditions. Moreover, asking participants to positively reappraise the video focused their attention on the negative elements, which may explain why positive reappraisal was equivalent (on affect repair) to the stay-focused condition in which participants wrote about the negative elements in the video.
Predictors of Affect Repair Effectiveness Individual Differences
To examine individual differences in the ability to repair negative affect, hierarchical multiple regression analyses with simple slopes follow-ups (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) were conducted. Regression models were built separately for positive and negative affect, and for each regulatory variable, predicting affect at T3, entering affect at T2 on step 1 as a covariate, the relevant regulatory trait and condition term on step 2, and the interaction term on step 3. Table 2 shows the standardized ␤ for the condition, relevant independent variable (IV), and interaction effects, followed by the results of the simple slopes analyses (i.e., each row represents a separate regression model). All three regulatory traits predicted affect repair in the entire sample (monitor, label r ϭ .39, p Ͻ .001; monitor, NMRE r ϭ .05, ns; label, NMRE r ϭ .30, p Ͻ .001, dfs ϭ 297). NMRE predicted negative affect repair, such that those higher (vs. lower) experienced greater decreases in negative affect. Monitoring, labeling and NMRE predicted positive affect repair, such that those higher (vs. lower) in these traits experienced greater increases in positive affect. To examine the unique effect of personality on affect repair in each condition, simple slopes analyses were conducted next.
We predicted that the regulatory traits of NMRE, labeling, and monitoring would moderate the impact of the repair tasks such that those highest in these traits would experience the strongest affect repair. The results support our predictions (see Table 2 ). First, in the positive memories condition, labeling and NMRE predicted repair of negative affect and positive affect (as did monitoring) such that those higher (vs. lower) in these traits experienced greater decreases in negative affect, and greater increases in positive affect. Second, in the positive reappraisal condition, labeling and NMRE predicted positive affect repair and monitoring predicted negative affect repair, such that those higher (vs. lower) in these traits experienced greater increases in positive affect or decreases in negative affect. Several significant results also emerged in the control and stay-focused conditions. In the control condition monitoring predicted negative affect repair and NMRE predicted positive affect repair. In the stay-focused condition, NMRE predicted positive affect repair.
Repair Effort
Effort exerted during the repair tasks may account for some of the relationships observed between regulatory traits and affect repair. Indeed, as shown in Table 2 , repair effort predicted positive affect repair in all conditions except control, and negative affect repair in the positive memories condition. Additionally, effort was correlated with NMRE in the positive memories (r ϭ .22, p Ͻ .10) and stay-focused conditions (r ϭ .20, p Ͻ .10). Thus to examine the contribution of repair effort to the individual difference findings, hierarchical multiple regressions with simple slopes followups were conducted in instances where both a trait variable (that was significantly related to effort) and effort predicted affect repair (effort was entered on step 1 as a covariate). Results largely indicate that effort did not mediate affect repair. Specifically, in the positive memories condition, when controlling for effort NMRE still predicted repair for negative affect, ␤ ϭ Ϫ.44, t(281) ϭ Ϫ3.84, p Ͻ .001, and positive affect, ␤ ϭ .43, t(285) ϭ 3.56, p Ͻ .001. The same pattern of (unchanged) results emerged in the stay-focused condition, such that, when controlling for effort, NMRE still predicted positive affect repair, ␤ ϭ .25, t(285) ϭ 2.05, p Ͻ .05. Thus, although effort did predict affect repair in some cases and was correlated with the regulatory traits in several instances, the impact of effort on repair was independent of the effects of the regulatory traits. Even when controlling for effort, these traits predicted affect repair.
In sum, consistent with our predictions, wide individual differences in the ability to repair negative affect were observed, such that the repair tasks were more effective for participants high (vs. low) on NMRE, labeling and monitoring, even when controlling for effort. Specifically, following the positive memories task participants high (vs. low) on NMRE and labeling experienced larger decreases in negative affect and larger increases in positive affect (as did those high on monitoring). Thus, writing about positive memories had a larger impact on affect for those with high expectancies for repair success, and for those who (dispositionally) attend to and understand their affect, revealing that they were better able to use this strategy to repair their negative feelings. Similar findings were observed in the positive reappraisal condition although the results emerged primarily for positive affect.
Study 2: Repair of Sad Affect
As Study 1 produced the first experimental evidence of individual differences in repair ability, we conducted an additional study to replicate our findings and extend them to other inductions and affective states. We designed a video to induce sadness and examined whether the regulatory traits predicted the ability to use the positive memories strategy to repair that state. We focused on positive memories, because in Study 1 it resulted in the strongest affect repair and individual difference effects. In addition, because the stay-focused condition performed equivalently to the control condition, we removed it in Study 2.
Method Participants
A total of 146 undergraduate participants from a large Midwestern University received course credit (Age: M ϭ 19.47, SD ϭ 4.47; 57.5% female; 84.9% Caucasian; 88.4% freshman or sophomore).
Materials
Affect induction. Sadness was induced using a 15-min clip from the film The Champ (Zeffirelli, Newman, & Praskins, 1979) in which a small child witnesses the death of his father.
Affect repair tasks. Participants were randomly assigned to either the 5-min control or positive memories writing task from Study 1. An independent coder again reviewed the writing and determined that all participants had followed instructions. As in Study 1, to determine how much effort was exerted during the writing tasks, the number of words each participant wrote was calculated.
Questionnaires
Affect. Sadness and positive affect were assessed using an adjective rating scale similar to the PANAS (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) . Sadness was measured using the terms sad, depressed, unhappy, gloomy, and dismal. Positive affect was assessed using the terms interested, hopeful, determined, and attentive. On a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 5 (extremely), participants rated the extent to which the nine adjectives describe their current mood (T1 positive affect and sadness ␣s ϭ .74 and .89, respectively; T2 positive affect and sadness ␣s ϭ .75 and .89, respectively; T3 positive affect and sadness ␣s ϭ .85 and .88, respectively).
Affect regulation traits. As in Study 1, monitoring (M ϭ 4.74, SD ϭ 1.09, ␣ ϭ .72) and labeling (M ϭ 4.41, SD ϭ 1.29, ␣ ϭ .78) were assessed using the MAS (Swinkels & Giuliano, 1995) ; and negative mood regulation expectancies were measured using the NMR ; M ϭ 4.75, SD ϭ .75, ␣ ϭ .86).
Suspiciousness questionnaire. The same suspicion questionnaire from Study 1 was used in this study. No participants reported accurate suspicions.
Procedure
The procedure followed closely that of Study 1 except that participants were randomly assigned to and completed either the 5-min control or 5-min positive memories writing task. All other procedures were identical to Study 1.
Results and Discussion
Preliminary Analyses
First, to determine the effectiveness of the video in inducing sadness, several 2 (Condition: positive memories, control) ϫ 2 (Time: T1, T2) mixed-design ANOVAs were conducted for sadness and positive affect). A significant main effect of time emerged for both positive affect and sadness, F(1, 142) ϭ 84.31, p Ͻ .001, D ϭ .54 and F(1, 143) ϭ 159.07, p Ͻ .001, D ϭ .73, respectively, revealing that sadness increased and positive affect decreased from T1 to T2 (see Table 3 ). No other significant effects emerged, Fs Ͻ 2.44, ns. Thus as shown in Table 3 , these results indicate that the video significantly increased sadness and decreased positive affect, and did so equally across the two writing conditions. Second, as in Study 1, the regulatory traits measured here could impact affect reactivity to the video, potentially mimicking individual differences in repair ability. To examine this possibility, we followed the analytical procedure from Study 1(assuming r 2 ϭ .0625, power ϭ .77), predicting affect change due to the video induction (T2-T1) from all the regulatory traits (i.e., NMRE, monitoring, and labeling). Results revealed that personality predicted sadness change due to the affect induction, full model, F(3, 140) ϭ 3.34, p Ͻ .05; monitoring: ␤ ϭ .25, p Ͻ .01; labeling: ␤ ϭ Ϫ.27, p Ͻ .01; NMRE: ␤ ϭ .12, ns, but not positive affect change, full model, F(3, 139) ϭ .18, p Ͻ .05; monitoring: ␤ ϭ Ϫ.07, ns; labeling: ␤ ϭ .04, ns; NMRE: ␤ ϭ Ϫ.03, ns. Given these findings, affect at T2 was controlled in all the subsequent analyses.
Finally, as in Study 1, to examine repair effort a one-way ANOVA was conducted, with the number of words written during the writing task entered as the dependent variable, and writing condition entered as the independent variable. As shown in Table  3 , effort significantly differed across the conditions, F(1, 144) ϭ 13.79, p Ͻ .001, D ϭ .62, such that, as in Study 1, participants in the control condition wrote more words than did those in the positive memories condition.
Effectiveness of Affect Repair Strategies
As in Study 1, we predicted that the repair task (positive memories) would produce the strongest affect repair. To examine this issue, several one-way ANCOVAs were conducted, predicting affect at T3 from writing condition with affect at T2 as the covariate (separate analyses for sadness and positive affect). Results indicate a significant effect on sadness, F(1, 142) ϭ 38.57, p Ͻ .001; D ϭ 1.04,) and a marginally significant effect on positive affect, F(1, 142) ϭ 3.50, p Ͻ .06; D ϭ .31. As shown in Table 3 , participants in the positive memories condition experienced larger decreases in sadness and (marginally) larger increases in positive affect, than those in the control condition. To examine the contribution of repair effort to these findings, two one-way ANCOVAs were conducted, predicting affect at T3 from writing condition with affect at T2 and effort as covariates. These analyses revealed that, even when controlling for effort, condition remained a significant predictor of positive affect, F(1, 141) ϭ 4.05, p Ͻ .05, and a marginally significant predictor of sadness, F(1, 141) ϭ 3.50, p Ͻ .06.
Overall these findings are consistent with Study 1, support our predictions, and reveal that positive memories was an effective repair strategy, resulting in larger increases in positive affect and larger decreases in sadness than did a control condition. Moreover, these effects remained largely intact when controlling for repair effort, suggesting that it was the nature of the task itself, rather than the amount of effort, that was critical for affect repair.
Predictors of Affect Repair Effectiveness Individual Differences
To examine individual differences in the ability to repair sadness, hierarchical multiple regression analyses with simple slopes follow-ups were conducted (Cohen et al., 2003) following the analytical procedures of Study 1. Table 4 presents the effects for condition, the relevant IV, and the interaction, as well as results of the simple slopes follow-ups (i.e., each row represents a separate regression model). Results indicate that labeling and monitoring predicted positive affect repair in the entire sample, such that those higher (vs. lower) in these traits experienced greater increases in positive affect (monitor, label r ϭ .40, p Ͻ .001; monitor, NMRE r ϭ Ϫ.10, ns; label, NMRE r ϭ .34, p Ͻ .001, dfs ϭ 146). NMRE predicted sadness repair, such that those higher (vs. lower) in these traits experienced greater decreases in sadness. To examine the unique effect of personality on affect repair in each condition, simple slopes analyses were conducted next.
As in Study 1, we predicted that the regulatory traits of NMRE, labeling, and monitoring would moderate the impact of the repair task, such that those highest in these traits would experience the strongest affect repair. The results support our predictions and replicate Study 1 (see Table 4 ). Specifically, in the positive memories condition, NMRE predicted positive affect repair (as did labeling and monitoring), and sadness repair, such that those higher (vs. lower) in these traits experienced larger increases in positive affect and larger decreases in sadness. Affect labeling also marginally predicted sadness repair (see Table 4 ). These findings replicate Study 1, revealing that writing about positive memories had a stronger impact on affect for those with high expectancies for repair success, and for those who (dispositionally) attend to and understand their affect, and once again reveal that these participants were better able to use positive memories to repair their affect. Finally, several significant results emerged in the control Note. Differing superscripts indicate differences significant at the p Ͻ 05 level; difference between conditions for positive affect ⌬ from task is significant at the p Ͻ .07 level.
condition: NMRE predicted sadness repair and labeling predicted positive affect repair.
Repair Effort
As in Study 1, effort exerted during the repair tasks may account for the relationships observed between the regulatory traits and affect repair. Indeed, effort predicted sadness repair in the control condition, such that those individuals who wrote more (vs. less) experienced smaller decreases in sadness (see Table 4 ). However, none of the regulatory traits were significantly related to effort (rs ϭ Ϫ.05 Ϫ .05, ns), indicating that the relationship between these regulatory traits and affect repair was not due to repair effort.
General Discussion
The extant literature suggests that several affect regulation traits should predict the ability to repair negative affect, however little experimental work has examined this issue. Thus, the goal of the current work was to experimentally examine individual differences in the ability to repair negative affect. In two studies, participants watched videos designed to induce a global state of negative affect (Study 1) or the discrete state of sadness (Study 2), and were then randomly assigned to a repair or control writing task, before and after which they reported their current affect.
Results reveal that writing about positive memories yielded larger increases in positive affect (Studies 1, 2), and larger decreases in negative affect (Study 1) and sadness (Study 2), than did control or positive reappraisal conditions. As expected, wide individual differences in repair ability were also observed, and these results emerged most consistently for positive memories. In both studies, participants with a high (vs. low) expectancy of repair success and those who understand their affect (vs. those that do not), exhibited a superior ability to use positive memories to repair their affect, resulting in larger decreases in negative affect (Study 1) and sadness (Study 2), and larger increases in positive affect (Study 1, 2). Affect monitoring also predicted positive affect repair in both studies, such that those who attend most to their feelings experienced larger increases in positive affect. These results are consistent with our predictions, the extant affect regulation literature, and literature revealing that expectations predict outcomes in other domains (Maddux, 2002) . Overall, our findings reveal that writing about positive memories is an effective repair strategy and that those highest on these regulatory traits excelled at using this strategy to enhance good and attenuate bad feelings.
The NMRE-linked affect changes may however (at least partially) reflect an expectancy effect, such that simply expecting that one can effectively repair may facilitate repair (Kirsch, 1985) . Under an expectancy effect we would expect NMRE to predict affect repair without regard to specific strategies or efforts (i.e., effects should emerge in all conditions evenly). The findings in the current studies were primarily distributed in the repair conditions (positive memories, positive reappraisal) and almost all of the effects that emerged in the positive memories condition in Study 1 were replicated in Study 2. These regulatory traits did occasionally predict repair in the control conditions of both studies (see Tables 2, 4 ) and these findings may reflect spontaneous repair efforts (Demaree, Pu, Robinson, Schmeichel, & Everhart, 2006; Egloff, Schmukle, Burns, & Schwerdtfeger, 2006) . However, none of the control condition effects from Study 1 were replicated in Study 2, and thus must be interpreted with caution. The only consistent findings across these studies were those predicting affect repair from NMRE, labeling, and monitoring in the positive memories condition. Overall, this pattern of findings is not consistent with an expectancy effect.
Rather, the pattern of findings suggests that these regulatory traits are linked with repair ability, such that exerting a given amount of effort on a given strategy is more effective for those with high (vs. low) expectancies of repair success or who (dispositionally) understand and think about their affect (vs. those that do not). Indeed, the current findings indicate that the function linking repair effort to repair outcome depends on these regulatory traits, with a stronger repair result emerging (per unit of effort) for those higher on these traits. The mechanisms that underlie the superior repair ability observed here are unknown, and the current work was not designed to test or examine any specific mechanism. However, the extant literature implicates differential cognitive resources as a (potential) source of the findings observed here. As a result of greater experience engaging regulatory action, along with an expectation of success and affective understanding, those high (vs. low) on these traits have (during negative states) greater access to positive thoughts and memories (Rusting & DeHart, 2000; Salovey et al., 1995; Smith & Petty, 1995) , and (likely) greater cognitive resources available for repair efforts (Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995) . These features likely combined to make it easier for these participants to retrieve positive memories that were more personally meaningful, engaging, and had more connectivity to other positive content, and hence more effectively repair their affect.
Implications, Limitations, and Future Research
As the first experimental examination of individual differences in repair ability, this work adds to the extant affect regulation literature (Gross, 2007) . In recent years, researchers have begun to explore strategies commonly used for regulatory purposes (Bonnano, 2001; Gross & John, 2003) and many strategies have now been identified and positioned in one or more repair taxonomies (Larsen, 2000; Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999) . Despite these advances, little work has explored individual differences in the use and effectiveness of the identified regulatory strategies. By revealing individual differences in the ability to use positive memories to repair affect, the current studies add to the small but growing body of literature beginning to explore these issues (John & Gross, 2007; Larsen, 2000; Larsen & Prizmic, 2004 ). It appears that individuals systematically differ, not only in their attention to and understanding of their affective lives, but also in their skills to repair aversive states.
The findings for NMRE also replicate and extend the literature on self-efficacy and outcomes expectancies (Maddux, 2002) . This past work has revealed that in a variety of domains, self-perception and expectancies impact actual outcomes such that, ". . .beliefs of personal efficacy [and outcome expectancies] are active contributors to, rather than mere inert predictors of, human attainments" (Bandura, 1997, p. 39) . Our findings extend this work to affect regulation, and reveal that repair ability perceptions predict repair success, indicating that such perceptions reflect more than simple (and inaccurate) self-construal. For affect repair, perception may at times equal reality: Those who believe they can successfully regulate their affective states actually can. The impact of regulatory perceptions on regulatory outcomes is an important avenue for future exploration.
Our focus was on cognitive strategies, but many repair strategies do not rely exclusively on cognitive processes (Parkinson & Totterdell, 1999) . It is likely that individuals differ in their ability to use these various strategies and that the mechanisms and regulatory traits involved depend on the specific strategy in question. For example, the ability to effectively use social support to repair affect may depend on social skills and traits emphasizing appropriate emotional display and expression (Butler & Gross, 2004; Tobin, Graziano, Vanman, & Tassinary, 2000; Zech, Rime, & Nils, 2004) . Additionally, we relied exclusively on self-reported affect. Despite having its benefits and advocates-"Verbal report, even with all of its failings, may be the only means of assessing the experience of emotion. If we want to know whether a person is experiencing an emotion, we have to ask them" (Feldman Barrett, 2006, p. 24 ) -self-report measures are limited by participants' willingness and ability to accurately report their feelings and by a number of psychometric issues (see Russell & Carroll, 1999) . The understanding of individual differences in affect repair would benefit from an examination of these various issues. For instance, future studies could examine different repair strategies using alternative measures of affective responding, possibly including autonomic or neurological assessments (Davidson, Fox, & Kalin, 2007; Gross & Levenson, 1993) .
Repair effectiveness is also likely impacted by context. The current work limited the presence of contextual factors, as our interest was in isolating several repair strategies and examining individual differences in their use. However, most repair effort takes place within a social and intellectual context, allowing for near-limitless repair range and flexibility. Some theorists have argued that regulatory effectiveness depends on the flexibility to engage a strategy appropriate for the current affective state, circumstances, and resources available (Bonnano, 2001; Bandura, 1999; Mischel & Shoda, 1999) . For instance, the failure of positive reappraisal to repair affect in Study 1 may have been due to the nature of the negative stimulus (video of a serial killer describing his crimes), with participants unable to find anything positive about those events. The understanding of repair processes would benefit from an exploration of these possibilities.
Future work would also benefit from an exploration of the development of repair skills. One possibility is that these skills develop in parallel with regulatory traits such as NMRE, and thus are somewhat indelible dispositional markers. Alternatively, as is the case for self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) , past experience and learning may play a role in the development of these skills and supportive cognitive structures (Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995; , suggesting that repair ability is amendable to change. For instance, learning to more accurately label negative states may facilitate affect repair by impacting emotional pathways in the brain (Lieberman et al., 2007; Phan et al., 2005) . If so, repair training interventions in the spirit of Seligman's optimism training (Peterson & Seligman, 2004 ) might be possible with long-term implications for psychological and physical functioning.
In the present studies, the regulatory traits occasionally predicted affect repair in the control conditions, and this led to nonsignificant interactions between these traits and repair condition. The lack of significant interactions suggests that individuals may be repairing affect even when not instructed to do so. Prominent theoretical approaches suggest that when in negative states, individuals often engage spontaneous, automatic (at times unconscious) repair efforts (e.g., Forgas & Ciarrochi, 2002; Larsen, 2000) . Thus participants in our control conditions may have spontaneously engaged repair strategies but were differentially successful in their use, perhaps because of strategy choice or effort (i.e., some chose ineffective strategies or failed to exert appropriate effort). More work is needed exploring spontaneous and unconscious regulatory processes (see Demaree et al., 2006; Egloff et al., 2006) .
The regulatory traits also predicted the magnitude of affect change (i.e., affective reactivity) in response to the negative induction video.
3 These results are not surprising given the affective nature of these traits, and past findings revealing links between them and the Big-5 personality traits (see Shulman & Hemenover, 2006) , two of which also predict affective reactivity (neuroticism and extraversion: Larsen & Ketelaar, 1991) . Various mechanisms have been explored for the connection between Big-5 traits and affective reactivity (see Gross, Sutton, & Ketelaar, 1998; Zelenski & Larsen, 1999) and similar explorations may be needed in the case of affect regulation traits.
The present studies focused on the repair of affective states, however many theoretical approaches focus on the regulation of either discrete emotions (Gross & Thompson, 2007) or diffuse moods (Larsen, 2000) . Moods and emotions differ in a variety of ways (see Ekman & Davidson, 1994) and thus their regulation may differ as well. For instance, emotions are the result of an appraised relationship between the person and the environment (Lazarus, 1991) . As a result, emotion regulation may involve antecedentfocused regulation (see Gross & Thompson, 2007) , in which efforts are directed at the emotion-producing situation before the emotional response is fully engaged. Because moods tend not to have a specific focal genesis, such regulatory processes would be less likely for mood states. In addition, emotions tend to be acute, intense, and short-lived, whereas moods can develop slowly and linger for hours or even days. As a result, emotions (but not moods) may call for immediate and concentrated response-focused regulation, in which attempts are made to modify physiological, experiential, or behavioral components of the affect (Gross & Thompson, 2007) . The exploration of these and related possibilities is an important avenue of future research.
Finally, although in these studies, we found that repair effort did not mediate any of our findings, our measure of effort was admittedly crude (a word count from the writing tasks), and does not account for verbal fluency or writing speed. Thus it is possible that effort, as measured here, more closely reflects these factors, rather than task persistence. It is interesting to note that effort differed across the writing tasks in sensible ways with (arguably) the easiest tasks (control, involving listing ones' thoughts, and stayfocused, involving writing about the just-watched video), producing the most writing while (arguably) the most difficult task (reappraisal, involving writing about potential positive outcomes from catching a serial killer) produced the least writing. To the extent that verbal fluency and writing speed are normally distributed skills, these findings are inconsistent with the possibility that our effort measure is simply a proxy measure for such skills (otherwise writing would have been equivalent across the randomly assigned conditions). However this analysis is speculative and these findings should be examined further in studies that include more sophisticated effort assessments. 4 4 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
